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From: Wiltse, Wendy
To: David Henkin
Subject: FW: Maui County"s AMAP Fw: Darryl"s email
Date: Thursday, March 20, 2014 1:26:00 AM
Attachments: Comments on AMAP for Lahaina-es,hs,nr combined.doc


David:    I tracked down a couple of documents of interest, in haste, tonite.    If I recall the context
 correctly,   Maui County submitted an AMAP (assessment and monitoring plan) for their 401
 application.    EPA prepared detailed comments that were submitted to DOH.    I believe DOH never
 responded to the AMAPsubmittal by County,   but have not been able to confirm that tonite.  
 Attached are the EPA comments to DOH.
 
Next email is the AMAP itself in case you don’t have that.
 
Wishing you happy and safe travels!
Wendy
 
EPA Region 9 - PICO
300 Ala Moana Blvd. Box 50003
Room 5-152
Honolulu, HI 96734
Ph: 808-541-2752
FAX: 808-541-2712
wiltse.wendy@epa.gov
 


From: Wendy Wiltse [mailto:Wiltse.Wendy@epamail.epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 10:04 PM
To: Wiltse, Wendy
Subject: Fw: Maui County's AMAP Fw: Darryl's email
 
Wendy Wiltse, Ph.D.
EPA-PICO
300 Ala Moana Blvd.  Box 50003
Room 5-152
Honolulu, HI 96850
Phone: (808) 541-2752
FAX: (808) 541-2712 
----- Forwarded by Wendy Wiltse/R9/USEPA/US on 03/19/2014 10:03 PM ----- 


From:        Nancy Rumrill/R9/USEPA/US 
To:        David Albright/R9/USEPA/US@EPA, Elizabeth Sablad/R9/USEPA/US@EPA, Wendy Wiltse/R9/USEPA/US@EPA, 


Cc:        Sara Roser/R9/USEPA/US@EPA, Hudson Slay/R9/USEPA/US@EPA 
Date:        06/27/2012 08:06 AM 
Subject:        Maui County's AMAP Fw: Darryl's email


Hi all, 


Here's our combined comments on the AMAP.  I had discussions with Elizabeth and Sara on clarifying
 the human health standard for fish consumption is also applicable.  The need to monitor concurrently is
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EPA Comments on Maui County’s Applicable Monitoring and Assessment Plan 


for the Lahaina Wastewater Reclamation Facility


1. It is important for DOH to provide comments and approve the AMAP so that work can begin on data collection for the 401 application. The AMAP will not be implemented until DOH provides approval in writing.   This can occur by a phased approval of the AMAP to allow the groundwater monitoring to occur while other on-going monitoring concludes and is determined to be sufficient for the 401 Water Quality Application and Assessment.  In addition, please request an analysis from Maui County on the adequacy of the 308 effluent monitoring to meet the objectives of the AMAP and allow amendment of the AMAP if additional monitoring is necessary.  If DOH finds that additional monitoring is necessary, please have the County specify the extent of the additional monitoring needed to focus on certain parameters or variables, such as seasonal and/or treatment-affected variability.  A full additional year of monthly effluent samples for all parameters would not be necessary.



2. EPA is concerned about the proposal to obtain a permit and install a new groundwater monitoring well upgradient of the facility.  The AMAP does not spell out how long the permitting process will take and implementation of the AMAP is contingent on the permitting/installation of this well.  Additionally, the AMAP is contingent on obtaining access permits for all other wells. The process/timeframe for obtaining these permits is not out-lined in the AMAP, but could significantly delay the monitoring schedule. The AMAP should be amended to specify which wells will be sampled. The AMAP should, at a minimum, describe the schedule for obtaining such permits.  More important, the proposed well for which the County needs to obtain a permit for installation may be unnecessary, since Figure 3 shows an existing well near the proposed well site. It is not clear why this existing well is not being considered. The County should consider this well and explain in the AMAP the factors used to determine whether or not nearby existing wells, as discussed below, were adequate for the purposes of the monitoring plan.  


Based upon information in a study report prepared by Richard Brock, Environmental Assessment, LLC for SVO Pacific, Inc., there were multiple coastal wells between the Lahaina WWRF and the shoreline during the sampling period for the November 2010 report.   A 1998 Maui County Special Management Area (SMA) permit for the development of the North Beach, Kaanapali shoreline includes a condition requiring the developer to conduct such groundwater sampling makai of the LWRF.  The purpose of the study was to monitor groundwater, near shore marine waters, and marine communities to insure that they are not impacted by the ongoing development and if problems are detected, to suggest possible mitigative actions.  


3. The County should, instead of constructing a new monitoring well, sample all existing wells in the region including those up and downslope of LWRF.  Drilling a new well is unpredictable and could take a very long time to get approvals, permits, and finally to construct, thereby delaying DOH’s decision on the 401. USGS received congressional money a few years ago to drill a monitoring well makai of LWRF.  They gave up because they were unable to get landowner permission for new wells, so they studied Kihei instead.  The AMAP calls for sampling just a few of the existing wells and it overlooks some strategically placed existing wells both mauka and makai of the LWRF (see Figure 3 and Brock). EPA recommends omitting the new well from the plan if it may delay a complete 401 application beyond mid-2013 and sampling a broader array of existing wells.  


4. The estimated timeline included in Figure 1 is not clear. For example, the Figure implies the end of the tracer study to be September 2012, but the final report will not come out until spring of 2013. Also, the ocean background water quality does not appear to be accurate with a date of September 2013.  DOH-CWB seep and ambient water sampling will be completed in December 2012 and data will be available within a couple of months.  The UH tracer study interim report will be available summer 2012.  UH Data collection will be completed in Dec. 2012 and a final report will be available March 2013. County of Maui should be able to complete an antidegradation analysis and 401 application by summer 2013.  Please have the County correct the timeline or provide an explanation of the information to be obtained by the particular dates listed.  


5. In Tables 2 and 3, the AMAP includes discharge modeling and calculations as part of the effluent characterization, but it is not explained in the text of the AMAP.    Additional detail is needed to determine what Maui County is actually proposing to do and determine if the UH tracer study groundwater modeling might be useful for this effort.   It is also not clear which part of the AMAP schedule accounts for this work.  It appears that the modeling can also be part of the antidegradation analysis and should be specifically included in the schedule in Figure 1 and referenced in Table 7 (Deliverables).  Moreover, a narrative on how the monitoring results will be used to demonstrate whether or not the injected effluent will be in compliance with the applicable State Water Quality Standards (WQS) when it enters the Pacific Ocean (as required in DOH comments of the application) is deficient in the AMAP.  The County needs to provide a more thorough assessment section to describe how it intends to make this demonstration and how the discharge modeling and calculations and antidegradation analysis will be used for this purpose.


6. Table 3 only requires modeling of the effluent discharge “if effluent discharge to receiving waters is documented.” Also, section 4.1 states that the modeling will be conducted “if the nexus between each well group and the marine waters is documented.” It is not clear what would be required to document this, as there is already evidence of the hydrologic connection. This contingency needs to be removed, or clarified. Additionally, Table 3 refers to modeling “after effluent load reduction or treatment increases.” It is not clear if this is for the modeling exercise or if the County has plans for load reductions or treatment upgrades.   This should be clarified to describe the context of the statement that relates back to the DOH requirements of the application.  Specifically, DOH had stated that this was to be part of the assessment on whether reduction in loadings or additional treatment would be needed to ensure that the injected effluent will comply with the applicable State WQS when it enters the Pacific Ocean.   Please have the County include this discussion or clarification in the assessment plan.


7. The sampling frequency and scheduling is not well defined. Each parameter listed in Tables 9 and 10 should have a sampling frequency associated with it. In addition, the timeframes for each type of monitoring should be better defined. If DOH determines more effluent sampling is necessary based on the County’s effluent monitoring report, the County should amend the AMAP to define the extent and frequency of the sampling with the rationale documented in the plan.      



8. Section 4.2.4 in the AMAP defines the sensitivity of the reporting limits as below groundwater criteria for groundwater sampling and as below freshwater and marine water quality criteria levels for effluent sampling. The method detection limit (MDL) must be lower than the applicable water quality standard for either groundwater or effluent sampling in order to have meaningful laboratory results and allow comparison with both sets of laboratory results.  EPA suggests replacement language to state: “Monitoring shall be conducted in accordance with test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 136, or unless otherwise specified, with detection limits low enough to measure compliance with the most stringent (freshwater, marine, or fish consumption) water quality standards contained in HAR 11-54. In cases where the water quality standard is below the lowest detection limit of the appropriate test procedure, the test method with the lowest detection limit shall be used.”  In addition, Tables 9 and 10 include reporting limits, but it does not state the source of the reporting limits.  The footnote reference is not included at the bottom of the table.  All the footnote references are missing.


9. In  Table 9, the County needs to clarify that the second to last column refers to DOH water quality criteria. It appears that the most sensitive of the existing criteria (MCL, freshwater, marine) were listed in this column.  The table title and footnote should clarify this point.   Using the most sensitive criteria is the preferred approach for establishing the methods will meet the needed detection sensitivity. Where applicable, the fish consumption criteria should also be considered if it is below freshwater or marine criteria levels.


10. Further, in Table 9, it is not clear why the groundwater monitoring does not include enterococcus or nitrosamines, as these parameters are being monitored in the effluent. It is also not clear why only pesticides/PCBs are being monitored in the groundwater, but not any of the organics for which the effluent monitoring has included.  As stated above, the groundwater wells should be sampled for the same analytical parameters as the effluent monitoring and the reporting limits should be established consistent with those set for the effluent monitoring (below freshwater and marine or fish consumption water quality criteria levels).  


11. Section 5.1 of the AMAP states that sampling will be conducted “at various depths” at the Lahaina Deep Monitor, Starwood Test Well and Proposed Test Well. These depths should be defined and compared to how they relate to the Lahaina facility well depths (msl) in the AMAP.  Additional information is needed about the sampling location details of the Starwood Test well in Table 11 of the AMAP.


12. Section 7.1.1 and 8.2 requires that the analyses be conducted at a lab that is “accredited in the State of Hawaii or NELAC;” however, it is understood that the State of Hawaii does not have a program to certify labs.  According to the AMAP, this was a requirement of the letter from DOH regarding the 401 certification.  DOH should clarify this requirement.


13. Existing historical data on nutrient concentrations in West Maui wells are available for reference and comparison. Maui County should resample all the existing wells in the area.  Soicher and Peterson (1996) has a good set of well data and a map showing well locations (Soicher and Peterson, Figure 10, Table 2).   Hunt and DeRosa (2009) contains  recent nutrient data for wells (Table 4,Fig. 2130) as does the initial UH report.  Brock (2010) has recent and historical data for wells makai of LWRF (note that Brock’s monitoring is done in fulfillment of SMA requirements). The historical data from Soicher and Peterson (1996) in 1993-95 show that nutrient concentrations in wells are quite consistent across seasons so we do not need a long sampling period.  The AMAP plan to sample one wet and one dry season is sufficient.



14. The AMAP should include characterization of the toxicity of effluent.  Given the chlorine values in seep water (apparently exceeding both the acute and chronic criteria) and the confirmed existence of pharmaceuticals and other contaminants in the seep water, it would be helpful to conduct toxicity tests on the effluent to assess potential for toxicity due to unmeasured contaminants or combinations. EPA recently approved a new sea urchin fertilization test that would be appropriate, if effluent is corrected for salinity. These tests assess the narrative standards at 11-54-4(b)(2) pertaining to toxicity and are more biologically relevant than single chemical concentrations.  These results would give a clearer indication of the potential for wastewater impacts to corals and other aquatic life.


15. Figure 3, Table 11.  The list of wells proposed for sampling in the AMAP does not include all wells within 1-2 mi of the LWRF.  For example, there is a well within Honokowai Stream (Honokowai R) that was sampled by Soicher and Peterson (1996) that is omitted from the AMAP. Other nearby wells that should be sampled include Puukoli’I, HahakeaPump G, Kaanapali Pump (see attached map of Lahaina wells).  Similarly, Brock (2010) sampled 4 coastal wells makai of LWRF.   As discussed in a previous comment, we recommend that all available wells within the study area be sampled to provide as complete a picture of groundwater nutrients and contaminants as possible. We do not anticipate problems for Maui County gaining access to wells because UH was recently able to sample many of the wells, and the Makai wells are sampled for County-required monitoring.


16. Page 7, Section 2.3.1. The study area seems unnecessarily large….2 miles north and 2 miles south of LWRF.    An area half that size should be sufficient and will include existing wells mauka and makai of LWRF.



17. Page 26.   EPA recommends that some well samples be split with DOH, UH, or a commercial lab, to compare nutrient results on split samples. Variability does occur in nutrient concentrations run at different laboratories.  Split samples help to identify any analytical method and other laboratory quality differences.



18. Section 4.1, Table 8 includes parameters that are not consistent with the parameters listed in Tables 9 and 10, such that the parameters to be included in monitoring are not clear.  In addition, the Data Quality Objective Action Levels in Table 8 cite groundwater action levels although these levels are not the objective of the study.  Additional detail is needed to describe how the sampling locations up-gradient, cross-gradient and down-gradient will meet the objectives of the AMAP.     


19. Table 13, page 30 has listed effluent sample types as appropriate grabs or composites.  These sample types are inconsistent with the description on page 24 that describes the effluent sampling as grab samples for field measurements and all other effluent sample collections as 24 hour composite samples.  The County needs to clarify the sample types for potential effluent sampling.






 less important because of the travel time factor, so I took that point out for a reason to repeat effluent
 sampling.  Seasonal variability and upcoming maintenance may be reasons to repeat some of the
 effluent sampling.   If you have any questions, please let me know.   
Thanks for your help with this, 


 Nancy 


  
  
********************************************************* 
Nancy Rumrill 
Environmental Engineer 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
Ground Water Office (WTR-9) 
Phone (415) 972-3293 
----- Forwarded by Nancy Rumrill/R9/USEPA/US on 06/27/2012 10:47 AM ----- 


From:        Elizabeth Sablad/R9/USEPA/US 
To:        Nancy Rumrill/R9/USEPA/US@EPA 
Date:        06/26/2012 10:11 AM 
Subject:        Darryl's email


"Lum, Darryl C" <darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov> 


Elizabeth Sablad
US EPA, Region IX (WTR-5)
75 Hawthorne St
San Francisco, CA 94105
Office (415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
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